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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . The amendment filed on May 23, 2007 has been received and entered. The amendment 
amended Claims 1, 20, 22 and 26, and cancelled claims 7 and 21. The currently pending 
claims considered below are Claims 1-6, 8-20 and 22-30. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

2. The amendment filed on May 23, 2007, has not overcome the rejections to Claims 1-18, 
20 under 35 U.S.C. 101, in paragraph 3 of the previous office action by canceling and 
amending these claims. The claimed computer-readable medium in claim 1 is not included as 
an element of the system, that could be an intended use of the system.Therefore, the 
examiner hereby does not withdraws those rejections. 

Appropriate corrections are required on the above claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The amendment filed on May 23, 2007, has raised new rejections to Claims 1-18, 
20 under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph by amending claims 1 and 20. The 
examiner notes that the element "comprising" on these claims is confusing. The terms: " 
the system comprising " and " the computer comprising " makes these claims unclear as 
to what really the system that the applicant is claiming constitutes. Therefore, these 
claims are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
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failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

Appropriate clarification is required on the above claims: 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

5. Claims 1-6, 8-11,18-20 and 22-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being 
unpatentable over Allavarpu et al. (US 6839748) in view of Avery et al. (US 
20050005259). 

Claim 1,19, 20, 22-23 and 26 Allavarpu teaches a computer-based event handling 
system, method and product comprising a computer processor for executing the 
following software components, the system is recorded on a computer-readable 
medium and capable of execution by a computer, comprising: 
a framework component that supplies classes of objects that can raise events (fig. 3 
col. 14, lines 5-28); and 
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a synchronization component that controls in part synchronization of access to data 
based on categorization of at least one of objects and instances defined by the 
framework (fig. 10/1002b, col. 22, lines 4-14; col. 10, lines 58-65), but does not 
explicitly disclose providing automatic serialization for events raised by the classes of 
objects; and a configuration component that enables the client component to disable or 
enable automated serialization and synchronization. However, in the same field of 
endeavor, Avery discloses a synchronization that may occur automatically as the result 
of the direction of a client application component and a synchronization module for 
serializing objects data in (FIG. 2B, paragraph 34). It would be obvious, to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Allavarpu's 
invention with Avery's invention in order to provide an optimal application flow or work 
flow activities. One would have been motivated to synchronize and serialize data object 
in order to optimize efficiency within an organization (Avery; paragraph 0020). 



Claim 2, Allavarpu further teaches that the framework is supplied by an operating 
system or as a library for use by the operating system, wherein at least one of the 
framework and synchronization component automatically manages or serializes the 
events in order that a client component can process client-specific tasks (fig. 12, col. 
23, lines 32-67 and col. 24, lines 1-10; col. 20, lines 25-55; col. 22, lines 28-34). 
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Claim 3, Allavarpu further teaches that the client component is a device driver (fig. 7, 
col. 16, lines 32-50). 

Claim 6, Allavarpu further teaches that the object provides a handle to enable the client 
component to manipulate the object and request additional local memory to be 
allocated for processing client tasks (col. 4, lines 41-44; col. 4, lines 55-60; fig. 13/208, 
col. 25, lines 5-7;event handler for client request). 

Claim 8, Allavarpu further teaches that the configuration component includes one or 
more Application Programming Interfaces to facilitate selection of serialization and 
synchronization features (fig. 10/206). 

Claim 4, Allavarpu teaches that the events are managed by the framework or 
synchronization component to allow one or more aspects of the events to occur 
in a one-time manner and in accordance with a serialized process ( fig. 3, col. 12, lines 
12-15 ;unique event number in the event pool/registry). 

Claim 5, Allavarpu further teaches that the events are processed as part of a request 
(fig. 8/802 and 706, col. 17 , lines 45-50). 

Claim 9, Allavarpu teaches that the framework component provides events to a device 
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driver though a series of callback functions registered by the device driver (col. 1 9, 
lines 1-5 ). 

Claim 10, Allavarpu further teaches that the device driver generally queues a handler 
or starts Input/Output (I/O) on the handler, marking state, and then returns (col. 7, lines 
25-30; col. 14, lines 65-67). 

Claim 1 1 , Allavarpu teaches that the framework component is structured in accordance 
with state full objects that allow a device driver to register events, and provide API's 
(col. 10, lines 35-50; col. 24, lines 1-8; operating system support with system call for 
. processing client request). 

Claim 18, Allavarpu teaches that one or more data packets that are employed to 
facilitate communications between the components via at least one of a local 
processing system, a local network system, and a remote network system (paragraph 
68). 

As per claims 24 , it is rejected for the same reasons as claim 7 above. 



Claim 25, Allavarpu further teaches providing a local memory to facilitate client- 
specific processing (fig. 1b/104). 
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As per claims 27, it is rejected for the same reasons as claim 8 above. 

Claim 28. Allavarpu further teaches that the API includes at least one of a scope 
object, a scope device and a scope specified data structure (col. 1 lines 65-67 and col. 
2, lines 1-11, lines 45-64). 

Claims 29, Allavarpu further teaches that the API includes at least one of an execution 
level passive, an execution level dispatch, and an execution level specified data 
structure (fig. 9, col. 18, lines 1-23). 

Claim 30, Allavarpu further teaches, an acquire lock data structure and a release lock 
data structure (col. 6, lines 1-21). 

6. Claims 12-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over 
Allavarpu et al. (US 6839748) in view of Avery etal. fUS 20050005259) and in further 
view of Mandal et al. (US 20040117369). 

Claim 12-17, Allavarpu teaches a computer-based event handling system comprising a 
framework component, a synchronization component that preserve the order of the 
events as in claim 1 above and a main thread running that starts a child process for 
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initialization and establishing communication channels with an event registry server ( 
col. 16, lines 15-24). 

In the same field of endeavor, Avery presents an invention that relates to automated 
serialization and synchronization of data objects using a synchronization component 
module (FIG. 2B, paragraph 34). 

Therefore, it would be obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to provide an optimal application flow or work flow activities as taught by 
Avery et al in the system of Allavarpu in order to optimize efficiency within an 
organization. 

The combination of Allavarpu and Avery et al as discussed above disclose the 
limitation claimed, but merely disclose the claimed element "pipelining". 

In the same field of endeavo r. Mandal clearly discloses a service processor 
system and method of user/client command requests wherein events are associated 
with pipeline (fig. 21, paragraph 198); wherein the pipeline includes a dispatch 
component (fig. 21/2138); wherein the pipeline employs a series of stages that a 
request traverses (fig. 21 , paragraph 198 and 199) ; objects within each stage of 
the pipeline that raise an event to a device driver through an event callback 
to allow the driver to have control of which action to take, or provide some 
default action that may result in the requests completion, or forwarding to the 
next stage(method steps of fig. 18; 19 and 20); detecting request failure and error 
handling (paragraph 44,47, 62 and 68); notifying the user client for failure(paragraph 
64). 



Application/Control Number: 10/706,776 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2194 

Therefore it would be obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to not only use automated serialization and synchronization of 
data objects, but also to include these elements: events associated with pipeline; 
wherein the pipeline includes a dispatch component ; wherein the pipeline employs a 
series of stages that a request traverses; objects within each stage of the pipeline that 
raise an event to a device driver through an event callback to allow the driver to have 
control of which action to take, or provide some default action that may result in the 
requests completion, or forwarding to the next stage; detecting request failure and 
error handling ; notifying the user client for failure as taught by Mandal in the system of 
Allavarpu as modified by Avery et al, in order to save significant system resource, 
therefore to enhance performance of an overall system. 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-6, 8-20 and 22-30 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. Applicant's 
amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office action. 

Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to the 
applicant's disclosure. 

Russel et al (20040039964) discloses programmatically serializing 
complex object using self-healing techniques. 
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Blevins . (20040221261) discloses collaborative business plug-in framework. 
Carlson etal . (20030056022) discloses a system and method for defining 
configuring and using dynamic persistent Java classes. 

Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is 
reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until 
after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory 
period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of 
this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Abdou Seve whose telephone number is (571) 
270-1062 . The examiner can normally be reached on Mon - Fri. 7:30am - 4pm . 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, William Thomson can be reached on 571-272-3718. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 



AKS 

July 20, 2007 




